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PER CURI AM

Terry Raynard Gardner appeals his sentence pursuant to a
guilty plea for possession of a firearmafter having been convicted
of a felony in violation of 18 U S.C A 8§ 922(g)(1) (West 2000).
Gardner’s attorney filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating there are no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. On Gardner’s behal f, counsel contends the
district court msapplied the United States Sentencing Quidelines
to reach an inproperly severe sentence. Although notified of his
right tofile a pro se supplenental brief, Gardner has not done so.

W have reviewed the entire record in this case in accordance
with the requirenments of Anders and find no error in the district
court’s application of the Sentencing Guidelines and no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. W therefore affirm

Finally, we deny counsel’s notion to withdraw and require that
counsel informhis client, inwiting, of hisright to petition the
Suprenme Court of the United States for further review |f Gardner
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on Gardner. W dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-



ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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